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Substance of interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Mr. Berger described that the rejection under the jp reference was in 
error because the projections 25 relied upon as terminals cannot reasonably be interpreted as tenninals in light of the 
specification. He explained that tenninals as disclosed are connection points as deschbed. The projections are merely 
projections for the purpose of securing the encapsulant and do not make any electrical connections. As such, there 
are not two rows of terminals as claimed. Further, if the projections are considered the temninals, the rejection of claim 
3 is improper, because claim 3 recites further projections. In summary, in view of applicant's description of terminals 
and the jp reference's explanation of what projections (25) are, it is unreasonable to construe them as tenninals. Mr. 
Berger also inquired about the 1 12 rejection. He explained that the leads extended beyond the ring, and the perimeter 
of the ring was defined by the ring itself and not the outermost part of the leads. Cuneo requested that Mr. Berger file 
these arguments and final determination will made when the arguments are received. Notwithstanding, the 
explanantions regarding the 1 12 rejection may be sufficient to overcome this rejection, and the arguments regarding 
the tenninals may be considered persuasive. 
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